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Chairpersons of governing boards «ere surveyed 
regarding the policies .4]rd practices related to extra«ince»e*ear4;ii4)g 
activities of faculty at their insti1;uti6ns. Ihe cesults^are 
^rel^sinary sinqe sore data are still being collected. A total of 
institations vere surveyed, ranging fros two-year colleges an^^ 
specialized professional schools' ^o sajor doctoral^rantlng 
universities, and the prellninary response rate vas^approxiaately 
pei:cent. Areas surveyed i^iuded: production/use of educational 
■ateriaie; patents and inventions; paid sabbatical leaiies; continuing 
education/extension; conflict of interest; and internal ^load and, 
ovesload. Across all policy 'areas siirVeyed, bo^rd knovledge, current 
involvesent, Jand future involvesent tended^ to be sodera'te or less, 
although i^jg^Mcipated future involvesent vas^ significantly .greater 
than current involvesent rati^ngs. Chairpersons indicated that 
relatively little of their responsibility for any of these areas 
should be delegated. to faculty, adsinistratlon, or students^ It is 
concluded that the. governing boards often have legal tesponsibility 
for these policy areas and are unvilling to delegate responsibility 
for then, but have efaly lisited knowledge of vhat policies exist at 
their own institutions and are not plannin^g to becose beavily 
involved with tbei. (Author/LBB) 

. Reproductions supplied by BDBS are the best thai can be sade * 
♦ fros the original docusent. . . * 
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HIGHLIGHTS 



***The purpose of the study is to survey Chairpersons of Governing Boards about 
policy/practices related to extra-income-earning activities orf" faculty at 
* their institutions. Kes^l^ts^re preliminary since more data' are still being ^ 
collected. ' " 




***A total of 1/6 surveys were sent to Chairpersons of institotions rangi.ng from 
two-year colleges and special ized'professi^onal, schools to major doctoral 
granting universities. The preliminary respon'se rate was approximately 50%. 

|***Acrdss all nine policy areas surveyed,^ Knowledge, Current Involvement, and 
^ Futiyre Involvement tended to be moderate or less. The ratings were somewhat 
lower for privately controJled\institutions and particularly for private • 
liberal arts col l*eges. " ^ ' ' ^ ^ 

***Board Knowledge and Involvement was lower for "Pr6duction/tise of ^Educational 
Ma^terials** and "Patents & Inventions", and higher for "Paid SabbaticaULeaves" 
and "Continuing Educatiop/Extension". . • ^ * 

***Anticipated Future Involvement" was significantly greater'^than Curren': InvolvemeAt 
in each of the nine policy areSs, and particularly in "Production/Use of . ^ 
^Education Materials", "Conflict of Interest", and "Internal Load & Overload". 

***Chairpersons indicated that relatively little oT th^ir' responsibility for any 
^) of these areas should be delegated to faculty, administration, or studfents. ' >v 

***In summary, the Governing Boards often hav^ legal Responsibility for these 
pdltcy areas and are unwilling to delegate" responsibility for them, yet the^*, 
have only limited knowledge of wha^t policies exist at theiV* own institutions 
and are not^planning to become heavily. involved with 'them. 
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I'filfRODUCTION ' - 

^ > . , 

Jhe last', three decades have been a period of unprecendented growth 'in 

higher educat'pn^ Ouring most of this time new faculty were in short supply. 



which resulted in more favor^ible faculty employment conditions ^uch^as re- - 
, duced tfeaching 'loads and higher salaries. The administrators of higher 
education spent much of their time in-securing funds (which w6re Veadily 
forthcoming) for campus buildings and increasing the number of faculty and 
support staff. Many policy-practice areas*wfere passed over l>§ht1y,^if con- 
sidered ^t all, in the rush to accommodate the rapidly inc)reasing numbers "of 
students. 

That era is now over.. Academe now must put more emphasis on academic 

pifogram planning and evaluation and on effective management of finite and 

limited resources- which are not likely to increase rapidl^r in the future. One 

poTicy-practice area which has not received much attentio'n ])ut Ms ^gierging 36 ; 

potentially very troublesome is^that of extra-income-earning activities (both 

r • 

internal and exterjial to Che uaiv^irsityf of many academic faculty , and staff* ; 
members. Extra-income'-earning activities may pos^ problems jn particular in 
one or both of'twp areas; they r^uire time which may or may not^e paid foK 
^already as regular teaching load, and they produce'^e po i^ whose ownership- 
m^y or may not be properly assigned. A basic <|onfusion exists. as to how • 
"faculty load'* should be "defined, thus making Jt virtual Ty;;ifnpossi1)le tCf de- 
, teY^mine what overload is.^ So long as it remains unclear how much it^f^nd 
faculty time is due for sal ary,^he' employing institution has no valid claim'- 



to fees paid or property produced on what the staff or faculty member- ^ ,c - 
Assumes to be his own time. ^ External "overload" may involve teaching at 
another institution, sometimes, one in competition with the fu.1,1 time 
employer institution. Production of educational materials (texts, audlovisuals, 
etc. )^en though' done at oi5e's own Institution with institutional resources ^ 
(including students )rVsually. returns royalties to the individual, no]: the in- 
stitution. In research institutions similar policy/ questions of ownership 
Vid royalty income arise concerning patents,* software and educational materiails. 
/Consulting Tor industry , government anc^ others is 'a common practice of faculty* • 
and some academic professional staff. ^ Some faculty and professional staff 

have created \lrms which may compete'with their own- iristitutions far contracts 

- , • , . ' , 

and grants or^produce gocMis related to tiniversrty projects- In a few cases., 
these firms have been founded in order to avoid payment of university overhead 
or to bypass^, poTicies on overload income from work on sponsored projects. Serious 
conflict-of-interest ques^ttons arise, namely 1)^ time commitments' (tojacademic 
work vs. extra^come work) and 2) ' inte^llectual bias and loss of pyemic ^• 
freedom and objectivity. Can a faculty member' simultaneously consult for the 
nuclear industry^ be supported by research funds from the Federal Agency ERDA 
and serve^a Federal nuc^eJr regulatory agency and mainta.in complete impartiality? 

Prelimiiiany work in this problem area, supported by the Carnegfi?^orporation ^ 
Of New Y.ork, indicate that serious* problems do indeed exist and are in^ need of 
attention. Interview^ were conducted with faculty and -administrators at ten ^ 
universities (binnell and Marsh, 1977).* Every interviewee at eachlif the in- i 
stitutions inden^fied^at- least one major problem^rea. This sttWy made clear 
that policy and practice In this ^Study area are usually fagmentary, vague and 
.frequently ad hoc or simply non-e)d stent. The study concluded that policy re- 
view and revision is needed to protect academic- freedom from external pressures, . 
including government|r^gulation, and to maintain the integrity of academic , *' 
institutions. ^ * . / 



An extensive survey on the composition of Governing Board^ (Gomberg and 

Atelsek, 1977) provides background -information on .the trustee^ who s^rve on 

^ ^' ' . ^ 

them. These authors identified! si ightly more than 3,000 institutions, but of 

these 30% were governed by mul ti-cainpus Ijoards— Boards which governed an 

average of 5.5 institutions.. Overall trustees are.usually White males (15% 

were women and fewer than 10% were from minority groups h well educated, 

generally over 50, and largely professional. 'TJearly 20% hold trusteeships 

on more than one governing board. This description! probably also charactet^iies ; 

respondents in th^ present study. , ' - 

The present study aimed ^ to survey Chai^persons of Governing Bo^ircfs about 

policy/practices related to extra-income-earni*k| activities at their institutions. 

Respondents were'^sked to indicate their knpwledge, satisfaction, current 

involvement and future involvement with^each of.n-ine policy areas. Their responses 



indicate the role which Governing Boards play in these important policy making 

* areas.. . * ' ' ' 

, ^ ^ - ' ' ' - - # *" 

' \ ' ^ METHODS > ' . . I 

' ( Survey Instrument 

► The survey instrument (See Appendix I) wSs designed to gain information 

on nine broad policy areas which span the" area of interest of this study. Each 

respondent ^s^sked to indicate: 1) His/Her KfiOWLEDGE of these policies at 

Im- institution, 2) ^His/Her S'ATISFACTION with his institution's current po- 

licies, 3) The, CURRENT INVOLVEMENT of the Board; and 4) A forecast of the FUTURE 

INVOCVEMENT of the Board. These four questions were answered for e^^ch of the nine 

\ 

potlicy areas presented in Appendix I. In iiddition; Board Chairpersons indicated 

otftpr Board functions and responded to several open-ended questiorls .related to the 

pol fey areas. ,^ ; / | 

■ ^Sample and Response Rate \ ' • ; . 

. The population of institutfdns considered in this sttK^'was the 2,827 
> . J * ^ ' ' • * 

schools which were categorized by the Cacnegie Commission on Higher Education 



(Carnegie Foundation, W73). This, classification scheme compr.ises five • 
majqr divisions: U) 'Major Doctoral -Granting Institutions (at least 10 doc- 
tor s degrees), 2) Comprehensive Universities and Colleges, 3)vLiberal Arts- 
Colleges (few oj- no profess ional/occupatiorral programs), 4),Two-Year Schools, * 
5) Professional and Other Specialized- Institutions (Theology, Businessl Art, 

Music, Law', and Teacher Colleges, which are not part of a broader'^institution; 
- ' • 

-Medical schools were excluded from this classification in our study). Tv(enty 
to thirty, schools from each of these categories were selected so as to obtain 
a good mix,in geographical locale, institutional .enrol ImSnt^and control (pub- 
•lic vs. private). A small sample of nine multi-campus systems in which a 
single gaverning Board presided over several different campuses was also selected. 
Fn a later maili-ng sunhsys were alsp sent to all members. of the Association of 
Amajrican Universities (an association of 50 major research universities all falling 
into category I of the Carnegie classification scheme) which were not already- 
included in the sample.' \- 

A total of 176 Board Chairperisons were sent surveys. Follow-up mailings 
were sent to all non-responden'ts. " At the time of this writing, responses are 
Still being received, and s^everal .Chairpersons have indicated That , their ^sponses' 
Wi-ll be sent shortly. Telephone inquiries are stilj planned for non-respondents. 
^Consequently, results presented in this paper are truly ."preThninary". ' in the <» 
follow'up. mailings a post card was included with an additional copy of Ihe- survey ^ 
instrument. • Respondents were asked to return. the post card pven if they did 
intend *C complete ^the survey. The card asked why the Chairperson elected not to 
complete the survey- (lack of knowledge of the policy areas,, lack of relevance' of 
the policy areas to their Board, or an unwillingness to' take time to complete the 
survey). Across all sampled' institutions, the response at= this writing is almost . 
50%. This rate does not differ appreciably among the classifications or between, 
public and private institutions. The sample and'response rates a^e presented in' 

* ♦ • . 



itiore detaij in Appendix II/ , ^ 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ^ . " 

- ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ — • ^ * 

Ratings of the Nine Policy Areafs ' * 

For each of the nine policy areas five variables were analyzed: Knowledge, 
Satisfaction, Current Involvement, Futur<f Involvement, and Anticipated Change 
in Involvement (i.e., the difference between Future and Current Involvement). 
These results are summarized in Table I and Appendix I." Board Chairpersons gave 
the highest- ratings to- the policy areas of "Pa'id Sabbatical Leave" (Knowledqe, , 
Satisfaction, andvFuture involvement) and "Continuing EdQcation/Extension" (Know- 
'ledge. Current Involvement, and Future Involvement) . Ratings were lowest-for 
"Patents and Inventions" (Current Involvement and future Involvement), ahd "Pro- 
duction/Use of Educational Material^" (Knowledge and Current Inyolvemeat). 

fioard Chairpersons, across all nine policy areas, indicated that their KNOft- 

' J ■ 

LEDGE of tTie policies at their institution tended to be "3^moderate" or less, 
while their Satisfaction with these policies was somewhati higher. The Boards 
CURRENT INVOLVEMENT with these polici^ ^as quite low. Respondents did indicate 
a statistically significant* ANTICIPATEDtHANlSE IN INVOLVEMEffT in each of th^ nine 
policy areas. Yet, in spite qf Ahis increased involvement, FUTURE INVOLVEMENT 
Was, still generally rated. t(f be "3-moderate" or less. The areas with the largest 
anticipated increases in involvement. (See Figure I)- were "Production/Use of 
.Educational Material S"T''^onflict'of_Interest", and "Internal Load and Overload". 
However, the changes in involvemew^ were largely a function of the very low levels 
of involvement which cuif'i'ently exist. In the policy area, "Producti,on/Use of 
Education Materials", for example, nearly SOX ^f the raspondents indicated their 
CURRENT INVOLVEMENT was. "1-Very H.ittle "(orlione)". While the ANTICIPATED CHAN(3E 
IN INVOLVEMENT was the largest of the nine polic> areas, about 25% of the respo- 
ents indicated 'that their FUTUI^E INVOLVEMENT would still be "1-Very Little (or 
none)". . , ^ . , ' ^ 



Across all nine policy areas, ratings tended to be lowest for private^Bt/ ' 
institutions, and particularly for private lib^K^arts colleges. Many pn^/ 
vate liberal arts, private two-year, and private professional and specialized 
colleges' indicated that some or all of the policy areas had limited relevance 
to^'^ll teaching college?. Public institutions, private universities, and 
prYvatfe comprehensive sghools did not question the relevance of these policy 
areas.* ^ . ' , : ^ , 

Board Activity & Relation to Policy Area Ratings 

Board Chairpersons were asked to indicate the Boards' role in each of 12 
.possible Board Functions (See Appendix^I). Responses indicated that virtually 
all boards have some role in almost all of the functions. In some cases the role 
is one primarily of reviewing and approving work done by others, (Specific Project 
Grants & Contracts, .Faculty Salaries, Employment Benefit Packages, Establishing 
rW Academic Units, atid Granting Tenure). • For'some functions (Appointment of 
Chief Executive and Management of Investment) the role^is tha^ of a participant; 
plans are initiated, determined or developed by the Board itself rather than by 
others. However, the level of Board activjty in^these functions^ shows little ~ ' 

relationship to any of the nine Policy Area ratings. ^ ^ - . • 

♦ * ^ • * 

Open- Ended Comments ' 

Chairpersons were asked open-ended questions .related to the project: 
1) Are there Specific Policy Problems? 2)^Are there Particularly Successful 
Policies? 3) Are there other PcJ^icy areas which should have been included irj - 
the Study? and, 4) Should the Board delegate responsibility for these policy area? 
The. first three questions drew only occasional responses.; fewer than 25% of the 
chairpersons responded. 'The most frequently mentioned policy area--both in terms 
of problems and s'uccesses--is Internal Load/Glverload. the only additional policy 
arreas f^r 'inclusijan Injthe study mentioned more than once aVe '^tenure/promotion 
policies'"' and "^e^tionship to^government"! 



Most Chairpersons did respond to the question about whether or ne^tre- 
♦sponsibility for these areas should be delegated to administration, faculty, and 
students. -Individual responses range from "delegate responsrfeiJity for all 
areas" to "delegate no responsibility for any of the areas". HoweVer, the con- 
sensus was that relatively little responsibility for these areas should be delegated, 
40% of the responses indicated that no responsibility should be del/gated, 
while another 46% indicated that only limited 'responsibility of re- 
sponsibility for; specific areas should be delegated. Only 14% indica.ted that 
considerable responsibility should be delegated. (See Table III). 
. SUMMARY, COr^CLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS - 

Chairpersons of the Governing Boards of educational institutions v/ere 
asked to complete a survey concerning their institutions' policies in nine 
areas related. to extra'-income-earning activities of faculty. The respondents 
were to indicate 'their Boards' knowledge, satisfaction, current involvement 
and future involvement in each of the policy areas. -Close to 50% of the Chair- 
persons, representing institiiitions^ranging from -two-year coMeges and specialized 
professional schools to major doctoral granting uni versi tie(S responded-. 

Surveys returned shov/ thal^ Chairpersons generally had only "moderate" or 
less knowledge of the^Ticies and^thal Board involvement in their determination 
had been rather limited. • Resfpondents did indicate that they anticipated an 



increase in their fnybWe^ 1f^ac+i\ of the fltne pojicy areas. However 7 ^ven^ 

with this increase; futi^re invol vemen^ Jn these areas would be only moderate. 

The areas in which the largest increase in* involvement were anticipated were 

"Producti^on/Use of Educational Materials", Conflict t)f Interest" and "Internal^ 

Load and Overload". 

Open-ended comments displayed a wide range of. opinion about whether or 

not the Board should take responsibility for these policy areas. However, most 

Chairpersons felt thatVelati vely little responsibility should be delegated to 
* * ^ *^ 

admi rii strati on ,s faculty » an^students. 

In SMfnmary, it appears^ that^ the Governing Boards have relatively little 



involvement in determining these practices and generally have no more than 

moderate knowledge of what their institutions* policies actually are. While 

the poard Chairpersons generally feel that at least a inajor portion of ^the'^ 

responsibility of the determination of these policies should reside with the 

Board, even their anticipat^d^jfutare involvement is no more than moderate, 

Bo^ards usually have leg'al responsibility for these* policy areas, indeed most • 

are unwilling^ to delegate responsibility for them, yet they have only limited 

knowledge of what policies exist at their own institutions and are apparently 

unwilling to become more involved. Either the author? are mistaken in their 

^assessment af the importance of these areas or Governing Boards' need to reevaV 

•/ 

uate their thjnjofl^. 
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Anticipated Change in Involvement in Nine Policy Practice Areas 
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Change 
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Involvement \ 

' ' 
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Production/Use of 
Educational Materials 

Conflict of Interest' 



Internal Load & Qy§rload 




Computer Use/Software 

External Activities . 

Sal.ary Reimbursement 
for Funded Projects 

Patents & Inventions 

, . - - • \ \ 

Paid Sabbatical Leaves 
Continuing Ed/Extension 

^Change is defined asf^ Change = Fy^e Involvement - Current Involvement. Positive^ values 
indicate anticipated increases irjf^involvement. Both Current' Involvement and Anticipated , 
Futupe Involvement were rated along a S-point response scale: 1-Little (or none).,. 
%ddrate....5-"Extensive*. ' . ^ ^' ^ 

^Respondents indicated statistically- significant increases in anticrpbted involvement in 



■Respondents 
each of the nine policy areas. 



TABLE ONE 

« 

^ iSuMmany of Responses to Nine Pol Icy/ Practice Areas^. ^ 

'NA .1 2 .2 4 , Sv 

not appropriate ^fih little ^ f^^fenoderate extensive • 

or do not know (or none) ' ^ ^ 



!• WOfliDGE of policies at your institution. ^ ^ 

*0n thz avviagt, chauuipeMom ^upondid in 5.0 oi thz nuiz po66<blz OApu mjfk 
KHOtfiLBVGE Ra.tJy4/ fae^en "3~«xier.ate" and "5~extensive"P Tht weeui ^eiponie ^o^ 
all.natz policy oXeAA tow 2.8. ^ 

•fcVOWlfPGE urn gineAjolty tomA -cn/'Privata Schools", poAX^^uiZ^w^i/ toww >tn "Private ^ 
"Liberal Arts Institutions*'.. ' . '., 

*KMilEVGl uku ii4jgn^i4,ainJUiy towvi iox " Product lon/JJse of Education Materials" (mexui 
^latatg 2.2) ; on^i 4-c5^M.^-Lal^t^^^/ kcgku iox "Continuing Education/ Extension" (mean AAUng\ 
3.3) ; an£i "Paid Sabbatical Leaves" (mean -utOwg 3.7) . 

r 

II. WlSFACTICW with existing policies at your institution. ^ • ' - . 

*CkiuApzfuon& fLUpondtd -oi 5.7 <x\eM o^ thz note po66Mz uiUh >uttatg4 oi "3-inpderate" o>i 
hi^hzn,.^ Thz mfiin -leApott^e ioA. alt noiz potUiy a\eM tuu 3.4. 

•SATISFACTIOW -a much iowzA in "Private Lib,eral Arts Institutions". 

•SATISFA&riOW urn 6i9n4.i<ainCty high^ ^oft "Paid Sabbatical Leaves" {mzan fuUittg 3.7). 

III. OJRRBff IfWDLVB^fl" with these policies during recent years. ' 

• *ChA<Apzfi4omi \uponded -c/i 3.5 oteAA toO/i 'VUingA o^ "3-moderate" fUgheA. The mean 
^/le^pon^e tuu 2.3. \ , . * - 

*I,W01l/£UE.vr uttA gzMAJjUy tovin/C "Pi^ati" Institutions" (except "Co^rehcnsive, Schools") 
aM gzntA^LUy highzA <n "Comprehensii^ft Schools". 

> •lWl/(?lvaiEWr u«4 i>^n4.flicanUy to^vi ^^/4^oduction/Vse of Education Materials" (meaw ^ 

* Aittoig 1.9) and ^'Patents and Inventions" (meAit ^uttoig 1.9); anrf i-tgru^^ccoi^^i^^ Ju^he^ oi 
"Continuing Education/ Ext ens ion" (mean ^uitoig 2.8) and "Paid Sabbatical Leaves (mean 
fU3XJU\Q 3.1). 

IV. . FUTU^ IIAaVB-tHT with policies is likely to be ... 

^ChavipvuonA A.zApondzd in 4.6 o/ieoi wtcth AOtoigA "3-inodcrate" o/i fughe^. THe mciin 
/iwpo;i4fc 1004 2.8. : ^ 

•F(/rURE IWl/(?I.l/EMEWr «xu Ugn4.ilcAnUtf lowiA^in "Private Institutions" (except "Coopreheftsive 
Schools"). > • / .> ^* 

•Re^^Ltcue tjo o-tXi o^wi Ft/TURE IwVp^^^^ ^ antuJpaJtdi to be ^^tgrU^.ccfliitiy' UimK aji 
.'^ * "Patents, and indentions" (mean AoAnd 2.3); and* -dx^^Xcontty hi^hvi -cn Paid Sabbatical 
Leaves" (mean AAtoig 3.4).^, 

f - iiu^ing OK "JW" /leiponAe* tazAz zxttudtd inam compuutation pi mcanA and, ttufAJ^tifMl analyUA^ ' 
involving moanA*, ' . ' / 

2 - The muhfreA 0^ xupomu {oat oi thz ninz po6MA,blz) » wKlcJx (oiAz "3 -moderate** ox higher.,' jxu 

computed AzpoA/uay i^fx KNmEVGE, sATisHCTm, cmsuT moimsj, and mm iwrnvEMEwr 

nruting6. T'nziz ureAe u^ed to a&6z&6 ovzaoJU xziponAU acA066 tht ryuxz pottcy ofiiM. ^6ing 
6A. "NA" AeiponieA weAe not counttd oa bting "3-moderate" o^ hightx. 




0 



* ^ Table II 

Board Function and the Role of the Board in thes-e Functions 



VihiOiX 4^ thz Kolz oi thz bocutd In tkz ioJUomng activities? C/iecfe 
"PARTICIPATE" plans, loK tho^z attLvltioM oAz IviitaLtzd, dztoAmlmd ' 
OK d^veZoptd by tko, baoAd, chzck "A??liOVV\^ tho, planA dtyoZopzd by otho/u 
aAQ, activity appKovzd oK dUappMvzd by tho, booAd. - ' . , 



No* Approve Participate Both *pprove^ 



-ERIC 



Role 


Only 


Only 


& Participate 














m ^ 


24% 


5 


'25. 


56 


14 


0, 




22 


-21 . 


. 0 


' 52 


33 




8 


46 


,■ 2S 


' - 17 - ^ 


0 


60 • 


25^ 


•14 . 


0 


* 

71 


14 


■ " 14 


3 


67 


, 14 


.16 


2. 


73 


13 


13 


3 


73 


13 


11 , 


13 - 


70 


* 6 


■ 11 . 


5 


8l' 


10 • 


" 5 • 



Funct.ion 



AppointJeftt of Chief Exceutive Of^cer^^. 
Management of Investments ^ ^ * 

University Budget ' * . 
Major Capital Expenditures 
General Fund Raising Projects 
Appoljitment of Senior Administration 
EstablTshrBent of New Academic Units'. 
Personnel /Management Policies 
Faculty Salary Scales/ Increases 
^Employee Benefit Packages^ 
Granting Tenure* to. Faculty 
Specific Project Grants/Centracts ^ 
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Table III 

ParaphaSecT Resppnses to- the Queation,; 

I "Do you feeJ that your .board cou.ld delegate responsibility 
(including a^^proVal/di sapprbval ) to administration/faculty/ 
•students" '\ : 



!• (N=13) Delegate Responsibility 4n Specific .Pol icy Areas 

• 0 ♦ 

Internal Load/Overload (4) Production/Use of Educational Materials* (1) 
Computer U?e/Software (7) Continuing Education/Extension (;i) 
Salary Reimbursement (2) * '-^^i^ Sabbaticals (1) • 
External Activities (t) Conflict of. Interest (0) 

Patents & Inventions (0) , \ 

Ii; (N=8) De1egatei<tonsidera'b'1e Responsjbl ii'ty 

* 

Delegate responsibility for all areas (1) % 
Delegate considerable responsibility (N=4) , - i^^^ • 

* , Review policies only when deemed neCessarv by administration {N=l) 
' Board should' be informed of policies (N=l) 
y Delegate responsibility on educational matters (N=l) 

III.(N=14) Delegate Limited Responsibility 

Board should actively reyiew all policies (2) 
Delegate responsibility foi\ formulation and/or implementation (5) 
^ ^ Board should have considertlfcle student/faculty administration 

input '.(6) ' - ^ . • . ' ' ^ 

Delegate only to persons with appropriate ex'pfertise (1)' ' ' 

' " . ^ \ p • ^ 

IV.(N=24) Delegate .Little or No Rescp^ibnity" ^ • 

Dele'lite'xwily responsibility to carry out Board Policies (4) 
'Delegate none of the' responsibility (20) , 



A total -of 48 chairpersons (out of 65 respondents) .made a total of 59 \ 
responses to this question. Number in parenthesis indicate the number 
iflakfng each response. ' 

^An additional 17 respondents left' this item blank, ,perhaps^"aHo indicating 
no desire to delegate responsibility. ^ 
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- APPENDIX I 

SUR.VEY 'QF SELECTE-D CHAIRMEN' 
• ' COLbEG*E/UlH VEKSITY TRUSTEE BOAI^DS 

^EtKLcal and Economic I^^ttw^. T/mtzz JntiAdlt and Jnvolomunt in Kcadmic VoUclU ioK 
Faculty ConAotajng, OveAload UattyUig and InttUecJtuat VKopznXy UgkU.^' 

On the basis of tfuA previous research^ we have selected the following nine policy areas as 
being of^Jrlncipal, Xpterest. Each broad aVea Is really a cpllectlon of more specific Iriter- 
.reUted pol^icy questStons. For eafifi.of the nine pallcy areas we M^asklug four que'Stlons; 
1) Is your board knowledgeable abo^t yotir institution's pollcles^fcttlces (KNOiiLEDGE) , 2) ' 
the degree of satisfaction with existing fJbllcliesr/prActlces ^{SATiPjfCTION). 3) the board's 
current/past Irrvolvement In settlfig existing pedicles/practices {fURRENT/,PAST INVOLVEMENT), 
3nd 4) your projection of the board's-. future. 1nvbJyement> (FUTURE' INVOtVEMENT)., For each 
question, tr^ to answer from the perspective of yolnrBoard of Trustees." 'As indicated in our 
cover letter, your responses will remain.stri^ctly confidential. Neither yoi/r name nor the 
name of your institution will be connectJfd to^jany pf your Vesponses. 



For each of the nine policy ^eas pleas^-^answer the^'llowinj* fo^r questi 
Your board's KNOWLEDGE of the actual policies/pract1ces"7t*^u 



/ 



KNOWLEDGE 
SATISFACTION 



fo^r questions. , . 
t1ces"7t*^ur instituti^ is: 



Your board's SATISFACTION w1th\€?xist1ng pol icfes/prafttices at your institution 
Is: (£cavc blank you do not fenoto wfiat^poti<Ut6/pnacjtic^ oaq. in one, oi khz 
potccy oAeAA) ' • 



CUKREKT,. INVOLVEMENT: Ihe board's INVOLVEMEKT during recent years has i)e^: 



FUTURE INVOLVEMENT: 



The board's* FUTURE INVOLVEMENT ib determining policies/practices Is* 
likely to be: . . ' ' 



r 



-A 



ANTICIPATED 
INVOLVEMENT 
CHANGE ' 



+.52* " 
HI * ■ 

m 



Put your response to each question, >*sing th6 following response scile, in- the boxes next to 
each policy area. « - 



VERY LITTLE 
(or none) 



+.33 

(5aL 



+757* 
HI 

(55) 



+.60* 

•Hi ■ 
(52) 



KNOW- 
LEDGE 



SATIS- 
FACT ION 



fURRENT 
INVOLVE 



2 . 



FUTURE' 
INVOLVE 



HODERATE 



5 , 

EXTENSIVE 



NA 

Not appropriate 
or do not know 



2.9 



(63) 



2.6 



2.9 



(57) 



2.2* 

Lo 

(57) 



3.5 



1571 



3.5 



3.3 



(49) 



3.1 



(47) 



-2.4 



-(63) 



2.3 



2.3 



(59) 



1.9* 

Lo 
(57) 



GENERAL POL ICY/ PRACTICE AREAS (each 

been AnXimattA by iomt oi 
which mijkt i<M into it] 



tach oi thz nintj 
tht feet/ poticyVu 




3.0 



(58) 



2.6 



3.0 



(55) 



2.6* 



Lo 
(52) 



im'ERmi LOAD AND OVmiOm: Is load specifically defined 
in terms of teaching and/or other activities? What in- 
stitutional activities (internal consulting, additional 
teaching! research, curriculum development, administrative 
functions, etc.) are compensated with overload salary- 
during acadenic year/^unmer? 



EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES: Are li;nits specified on time spent 
and/or salary earned for external activities (consulting, 
£,teaching^at anpther institution, part-time empfoyment) 
during the academic ycarT/sunmer months? 



CONFLICT OF IhTTEREST: Is there a clea^ statement of what 
"professional ethics" are expected? What "disclosure" of 
potential conflicts is required? Do faculty give "ex- 
pert testimon/* in areas which may give the appearance of 
a conflict with their industrial consulting? Do faculty 
^erve as directors/principals in organizations doing 
business with the university? 



PRODUCTION/USE OF EDUCATION MATERIALS:; Do faculty share 
royalties from fepctbooks written on university time and/ 
'or required in university courses? flfhat university Ye- 
S9urces (office, library, computer, staff, etc.) can 
faculty use for development of materials which may result 
in personal financial gain? ^o receives benefits from 
or owns non- textbook materials produced using some univer- 
sity resources? 



cu'fn'J^ ^^^^[ H f5^[I°-A°"* of, 65) .of responses.' 'Wissjna values 
EBsLCit respondents felt the item was not appropr-Ute or not known.^ 



generally indicate 



ANTICIPATED 
INVOLVEMENT 
CHANGE 



* - Indicates that mean "rating differs signif^tl*y..from the mean 
^ ratings of the other eight policy areas. 



)W- ,^TIS- CURfENT 
LEOat FACTION INVOLVE 



FUTURE 
INVOLVE 




GENERAL 'policy/practice AREAS 



PATLKTS AND INVEhrTIGNS: Who ovms patents .developed wifh 
unh^rsitTresources? Wbat royalty sharing is specified 
^tween diversity and inventor? Are there policies con- 

Patents developed by faculty while consulting^ , 
for external organizat ions? ^ 

OONTINUING Ll)UCATION/EXTENSION:« Are courses taught by 
reS. arWty, outside instructors or a combination? 
5s teaching cotensated with overload salary arid 'Regulated 
by the sami policies as oth^r ov^er load activities? ^Is 
thirinstruction recognized !as a contribution to the . 
^iyeis!ty? facuf ty t6ach related materials for- a 
comifeting program at another institution? 



Is 



SALARY REIMBURSI^PNT roRJ|nipVLLY FUNULD 
there policy for chargin?p^ts/contrac s for faculty 
time during academic year?/during summer? Is the use oi 
recovered funds specified (faculty replacanent, general 
fS feparunental-funds)? Do policies vary or dif- 
ferent sponsors (industry, government, foundations). 



PAID SABBAHCAL LCAVLS: Is prior approval of sabbatical 
Dlan required and what is the basis of approval? Can 
facHlt^accSt outside salary and how is the university s 
contribution adjufttcd? 



cbMPl,-rER USE AND-5PFIKM1E PBODUCTS: Is there clear j»Ucy 

frsoScSrsirs'iMrSrSt'-fiji.V^s^^^^^^ 

computer facility for jjersonal financial gain (external 
consulting, .etc.) by faculty staff? 



2.8r , l (no. .of responses may be 65+ since one person may 
— - ~~L£r make several responses) 



at /your insiimiio'i' I'v^^.. i 
poje- and then deAcAibe ipect^-LC pAoWem. ) 



Internal Load/Overload 
External Activities 
Conflict of Interest 
Prod/.Use of Ed. Mater. 
Patents and Inventions 
Continuing Ed. /Extension- 



6 

3 
3 

e 

0 
3 



Salary Reimbursement 
Paid Sabbatical Leave 
Computer Use & Software 
Other General Comnents 
None (or -left blank) 



47 (of 65) 



InternaV Load/Overload 
External Activities 
Conflict of Interest 
Prod. /Use of Ed. Mater. 
Patents and Inventions 
Continuing Ed. /Extension 



5 
.3 
2 
0 

3 



Salary Reimbursement 
Paid Sabbatical Leave 
Computer Use & Software 
Other General Comments 
None (or left blank) 

V 



1 

2 
1 
3 

45 



(of 15) 



ERIC 



- please contlpue on next page - 

is . 



(see 

TABLE 

TWO) 



Do you^feel thVt your bo^rd should* delegate resp|^ibil1ty (Including dpprdvalfl^approval 
of recbrnmended \policies/practices) to administrjfion/faculty/students for any of the policy/ 
practice areas considereti in this study? If so, please indicate the policy area and exp'lain 
why/resf)ons1bility shoulk be delegated, f 



If you feel that there Is any other broad policy area which should h^ve been included in our 
study,' please identify it along with the key policy questions. 



Tenure/Promotion 5 

Gov't Relationships 2 

Athletics 1 

Academic Freedom A 



Presidential Powers 1 

Evaluation / 1 

Student Fees 1 

Student Government 1 



Duplicatiorf of Ed.. Prqg. 1 
None (or left blank) 54 



BACKGROUNO/DEMOGRAPHIC -INFORMATION 



(see 



How long have you served ^% a member or chairman of .the board? 9, QY eajy 3 M onths 
On the average, how many hours per week do you spend fulfilling your r»le as board chairman? 

6l6H ours per Weei|^ 

BOARD FUNCTIONS: What is the roW of the board in the following activities? Put a'"cnie^ 
under the column *'PARTICIPATH'' if the plans for thesq activities are initiated, determlneck, 
or developed by the board, chepk ^'APPROVE** if the plans of others are actively approved or 
disapproved by the board. , % 



PAiaie- 

IPATE 



APPROVE <- 

^Fund^Raising Projects (General) 



PARTIC- 
IPATE 



APPROVE 



^Specific Project Gr^ts/ 
"Contracts 

Major Capital Expenditures 



Uhiversity Budget 



Faculty Salaiy Scales/ Increases 



^Appointment fi Chief Executive 
Officer 

JVppointment of Senior Admii^iStrators 
JEstabdishment of New Acac^enAc Units 
Granting of Tenure to Faculty 



Bi^^loyee Benefit Packages 



^Management of Investments 
Personnel/Management Policies 



WhatLOther major activities does your board either participate in or approve? 



Es^tablish Lpng Range Plans 4. 
None <^ 3 

Award Honorary Degrees 2 



Apt; New Board Members 2 
Evaluate Management 2 
Student Life 2 



Other Comnents 13 
Blank (no response) 45 



Thonfe f/ott (ok you^ coopeAcution. Plvut KzXuAn tfce compttte4 ^a/ivet/ in the, enc/o^erf e,nvttopc. 

fox iu/UheA inqaVUti^^ contact: Or: Herbert W. Marsh, Office of Institutional 'Studies, 
University of Southern California, Los Angeles, California. 90007. Telephone: (213) 741-6503 
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. • ' APPENDIX , II. . • ^ N 

r - 

Numbeil* Sampled ffnd Response Rates for Each Cell of Sampling Matrix 



CLASSIFICATION 

^ , - i 

r. Research & Doctoral 
Granting Universities 

Public ^ , 
.\ - Private . 
' \ ^ Total 

2. Comprehensive , 
' University/College 

.Public 
Private', 
Total 

/ 

3., Liberal Arts - 
Colleges, 









* 






• 








<(/) 






O) (/) 3 








c 


c 






C to 00 








o 


o . 


o> 




•1- <Uv 












c 




a>4-> c 0) 








+j 






C 03 C 


C (T3 cn4-> 














•r- O <T3 


•1- o c <u 










-M 


0) 


C > 


C •»—•»— r— 








M- C 




r— 




J- "O r— Q. 










+J 


CL 


3 C r— 


3 C r— E 










to 


E 




+J »-i 'I- p 








c o • 


c 


O CD * 


0) • CC 0) 




• • . 






t-H 


f 1— 1 


o > 






O 


0 




CO 


O r— 




* ^-. o 


Z Q 






4~ r< +J 




^ fO o 0) 


^ 03 O -P 








o o> 




^ O ' r- 


^ o 


-J 






r-4 o 
• * Q. 


CL 

. • E 


• (U 


+J Ji^i 5 

• t/> O /O. 


r • CO o E 


Si 






O C O) 


O ro 


o x: 


O O 03 C 


O O 03 


O ijU 








^00 




2 Q- _I 


Z Q \^ 





Public 
Private 
Total • 



4. " Two-Year/Cqmniuni ty . 

Colleges 

Public 
- Private. 
Total 

5. Special 

Public 

Private ■ ^ 
Total 

6. Multi- Campus Systems 



108 

. 65 
173 . 



•al- 
as 

66 



3d8 14 
145 ^ 15 
453 29 



28 
691 
719 



805 
256 
1061 



64 
357 
421 



25 
29 



14 
10 
24 



4 

15 
19 



TOTAL (across all 

classifications^^. 

Public . 1313 
Private / I5l4 
Total . V. 2827 



76 
100 
176 



11(35%) 
7(20%) 
18(27%). 



6(43%) 
4 27% 
10(36%) 



2(50%) 
16(64%) 
18(62%) 



4(29^) 
4(40%) 
8(33%) 



2(50%) 
5(33%) 
7(37%) 

4(44%]f 



29 , 
36 

66(38%)! 



1( 3%) 1( 3%) \3(42%) 
- ,1(^%) • 8(23%) 
1( 2%) 2( 3%) 21(32%j 



- K 7%) 
2(13%) 1( 7%) 
2( 7%) 2( 7%) 



1(25%) 
1( 3%) 



2(14%) 
2( 8%) 



K 7%) 
2(20%) 
3(i3%) 



K 7%) 
1( 5%) 



♦ 



4( 5%) 
2( 2%) 
6( 3%) 



4 5% 
5(.5%) 
9( 5%). 



7(50%) 
7 47% 
14(48%) 



3(75%) 
16(64%) 
19(66%) 



7(50%) 
6(60%) 
.13(54%) 



2(50%r 

6140%) 

8(42%) 



1(11%) 5(56%) 



37(49%) 
43(43%) 

81(46%) 



ERIC 



one. chairperson returned a survey with no identification. 



